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Volume 65, no. 5, e02631-20, 2021, https://doi.org/10.1128/AAC.02631-20. We
found several typographical errors in our recently published article. The overarching
conclusions for the paper remain the same, but some of the data should be changed
numerically, as described herein.

Table 3 should appear as shown below.
The “Gradient strip performance” section in Results should read as follows:
The performances of two brands of gradient strips were evaluated against BMD

(Table 3). CLSI document M100 breakpoints were used for SXT, MIN, LEV, and CAZ,
while EUCAST PK/PD breakpoints were used for CIP and TGC (Table 1). Etest perform-
ance met overall acceptance criteria for SXT, MIN, and LEV (Table 3). Overall values for
CA with Etest for SXT, MIN, LEV, and CAZ were 99%, 93%, 81%, and 71%, respectively
(Table 3). Etest for SXT yielded 1 VME within the acceptable error range for an isolate
with an MIC at the breakpoint (4 mg/ml) by BMD. All SXT MEs were resolved with
repeat testing. Etest for LEV yielded 1 VME, 18 MIs, and 5 MEs, 3 of which were resolved
upon repeat testing. One ME was within 1 doubling dilution of the intermediate MIC
breakpoint (Table 3). The majority of MIs (17/18) were within 1 doubling dilution of the
intermediate breakpoint, while 1 had an MIC lower than 2 doubling dilutions of the in-
termediate breakpoint, yielding results that were in the acceptance range (1.7%) (Table
3). The LEV Etest yielded a more resistant result for 17 of the 18 MIs, calling 9 isolates
as intermediate when they had a BMD at the susceptible breakpoint (2 mg/ml) (Table
S2). Eight of the MIs were called resistant by the LEV Etest when they had a BMD MIC
at the intermediate breakpoint (4 mg/ml) (Table 3).

Initial testing for MIN yielded 1 ME, which was resolved with repeat testing, 0 VME,
and 8 MIs. All MI were intermediate by Etest but susceptible by BMD (Table S2). The
CAZ Etest strip yielded 9 VMEs, 7 MEs, and 16 MIs, none of which resolved on repeat
testing. Of these, 6 VMEs (17%), 1 ME (3%), and 13 MIs (37%) were within 1 doubling
dilution of the intermediate breakpoint (Table 3). Six MEs were isolates with an MIC
lower than 1 doubling dilution of the intermediate breakpoint (Table 3).

The MIC test strip (MTS; Liofilchem, Roseto degli Abruzzi, Italy) performance met
the acceptance criteria for SXT, LEV, and MIN (Table 3). Values for CA with MTS for SXT,
MIN, LEV, and CAZ were 97%, 99%, 83%, and 72%, respectively. Initial testing with SXT
yielded 3 ME, one which resolved with repeat testing, and 1 VME, which was within 1
doubling dilution of the susceptible breakpoint MIC (error rates of 4%) (Table 3). The
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MIN MTS yielded 1 MI and no VMEs or MEs. The LEV MTS yielded 0 VME, 18 MIs, and
0 MEs (Table 3). Sixteen of the LEV MIs were within 1 doubling dilution of the interme-
diate breakpoint MIC. Eight MIs were susceptible by BMD and intermediate by MTS, 2
were resistant by BMD and intermediate by MTS, 5 were intermediate by BMD and re-
sistant by MTS, and 3 were intermediate by BMD and susceptible by MTS (Table S2).
Eleven out of 18 MIs had MICs within essential agreement between BMD and MTS.

CAZ MTS did not have an acceptable performance (72% CA) and yielded 4 VMEs, 8
MEs, and 19 MIs (Table 3). Six of the MEs were MICs lower than 1 doubling dilution
from the intermediate breakpoint (15% error rate), which fell outside the acceptable
performance criteria (Table 3).

TABLE 3 Overall performance of Etest and MTS compared to BMD for 109 S. maltophilia bloodstream isolatesa

Antimicrobial Isolate group n

No. (%) with indicated value

Etest MTS

CA VME ME MI CA VME ME MI
SXT Overall 109 108 (99.1) 1 (10.0) 0 NA 106 (97.2) 1 (10.0) 2 (2.0) NA

$R1 1 9 0 NA NA 0 NA NA
R1 S 23 1 (4.3) 0 NA 1 (4.3) 1 (4.3) NA
#S2 1 77 NA 0 NA NA 1 (1.3) NA

LEV Overall 109 88 (80.7) 1 (4.5) 2 (2.6) 18 (16.5) 91 (83.5) 0 0 18 (16.5)
$R1 2 9 0 NA 0 0 NA 0
I6 1 40 1 (2.5) 1 (2.5) 17 (42.5) 0 0 16 (40.0)
#I2 2 60 NA 1 (1.7) 1 (1.7) NA 0 2 (3.3)

MIN Overall 109 101 (92.7) NA 0 8 (7.3) 108 (99.1) NA 0 1 (0.9)
$R1 2 0 NA NA 0 NA NA 0
I6 1 4 NA 0 3 (75.0) NA 0 0
#I2 2 105 NA 0 5 (4.8) NA 0 1 (1.0)

CAZ Overall 109 77 (70.6) 9 (20.5) 7 (13.0) 16 (14.7) 78 (71.6) 4 (9.0) 8 (14.8) 19 (17.4)
$R1 2 34 3 (8.8) NA 2 (5.9) 1 (2.9) NA 2 (5.9)
I6 1 35 6 (17.1) 1 (2.9) 13 (37.1) 3 (8.6) 2 (5.7) 14 (40.0)
#I2 2 40 NA 6 (15.0) 1 (2.5) NA 6 (15.0) 3 (7.5)

CIP (PK/PD) 109 90 (83) 0 2 (50.0) 17 (15.6) 86 (78.8) 2 (2) 0 21 (19)
TGC (PK/PD) 109 60 (55) 1 (2) 48 (80) NA 65 (59.6) 5 (10) 39 (65) NA
aCLSI breakpoints (M100) and EUCAST PK/PD breakpoints used to interpret MIC results as indicated. Categorical agreement (CA), very major errors (VMEs), major errors (MEs)
and minor errors (MIs) were calculated. Errors rates for antimicrobials with no intermediate MIC category parsed as follows:$R1 1, MIC greater than or equal to 1 doubling
dilution of the resistant breakpoint; R1 S, MIC at susceptible or resistant breakpoint; and#S2 1, MIC less than or equal to 1 doubling dilution of the susceptible
breakpoint. Errors rates for antimicrobials with intermediate MIC category parsed as follows:$I1 2, MIC greater than or equal to 2 doubling dilutions of the
intermediate breakpoint; I6 1, MIC plus or minus 1 doubling dilution of the intermediate breakpoint; and#I2 2, MIC less than or equal to 2 doubling dilutions of the
intermediate breakpoint. NA, not applicable.
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